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Abstract 
Enterprise architecture (EA) is a strategic approach to manage the digital transformation processes in 
large-scale organizations. Organizations aim at providing a holistic view of business, technology, and 
information by adopting EA. Although EA is now well established as a practical digital transformation 
facilitator, some organizations fail to achieve its benefits. Due to its diverse nature, a lack of shared 
understanding of EA is one highly cited challenge in its literature. Indeed, during the EA adoption, 
each actor tries to define EA in a way that fulfills her/his own interests. Therefore, there is a risk of 
failing to achieve the organizational holistic view in this condition. Through a case study in one large-
scale public-sector organization in Norway, we illustrate how different EA stakeholders influence EA's 
understanding. In addition, by adopting the organizational influence process theory, we explain the 
reason why EA failed in the studied case. 
Keywords: Enterprise architecture (EA), Challenges, Organizational influence processes 
1 Introduction 
Nowadays, one of the most important subjects in the information system (IS) literature is digital trans-
formation and digital innovation in large-scale organizations, particularly in the public sectors (Ojo et 
al., 2012, Hjort-Madsen and Pries-Heje, 2009, Ajer and Olsen, 2018). It is now well established that 
enterprise architecture (EA) is a popular approach to assist organizations in utilizing innovative tech-
nologies and new business models (Ajer and Olsen, 2018). However, organizations have faced several 
challenges to gain the benefits of EA (Ajer and Olsen, 2018, Banaeianjahromi and Smolander, 2016, 
Isomäki and Liimatainen, 2008, Kotusev and Kurnia, 2019, Ylinen and Pekkola, 2018). 
Due to EA practices' diverse nature, different types of organizational stakeholders are involved in EA 
adoption. Since the stakeholders come from different departments/organizational levels, a lack of 
shared understanding of EA has been identified as one of the EA challenges (Ajer and Olsen, 2018, 
Dang and Pekkola, 2016, Isomäki and Liimatainen, 2008). Therefore, each stakeholder tends to define 
EA in a way that meets her/his interests. Consequently, EA understanding is affected by stakeholders' 
influence and might result in EA adoption failure. 
In their literature review, Saint-Louis et al. (2019) analyze explicit definitions of EA. They argue that 
"the literature presents various ways to approach EA, but they are not always complementary or nu-
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anced and are sometimes in opposition." They believe that this situation may result in various chal-
lenges in terms of creating confusion and conflict about the goals of EA, the expectations of organiza-
tions from EA, and the way to practice it. However, although the explicit definition of EA is missing 
in the literature, there is an agreement about the significant role of EA in making alignment between 
information technology (IT), information, and business strategy in organizations (Jonkers et al., 2006, 
Kaisler et al., 2005). Acknowledging that the lack of shared understanding has been cited as one of the 
EA challenges (Isomäki and Liimatainen, 2008), explaining how this challenge results in EA failure to 
provide a holistic view, can shed light on the importance of shared understanding to gain EA benefits. 
Hence, this paper aims at explaining how different stakeholders influence the EA adoption processes 
by applying their own understanding of EA. We perform this through a case study of one of the largest 
Norwegian municipalities (Gov). EA adoption was started in Gov more than seven years ago, but due 
to a lack of shared understanding of EA, the organization has not succeeded in achieving EA ad-
vantages. Therefore, this work attempts to respond to how lack of shared understanding negatively 
affects EA success. 
In doing so, this paper adopts the organizational influence processes (OIP) theory (Ansari and Kapoor, 
1987, Brass, 1984, Porter et al., 2003) to explain how individuals or groups try to influence other indi-
viduals or groups to obtain a specific goal. Therefore, this study contributes to research on EA chal-
lenges by demonstrating EA stakeholders' role in EA failure when they disagree on the EA definition 
and actively try to introduce it to the organization in a manner that meets their interests. Particularly, 
we suggest that since the enterprise architects have a significant role in EA adoption through bridging 
the gap between IT and business, if organizations aim to benefit from the EA advantages, the enter-
prise architects need to be released from both business and IT departments, and they need to have a 
trans-departmental position. Moreover, through this study, practitioners also gain deep insights into 
the role of stakeholders' power in succeeding in the EA adoption. 
This paper is structured as follows. Section 2, a brief overview of the recent history of EA and its chal-
lenges. Section 3 describes the organizational influence processes (OIP) theory. Section 4 describes 
our research method, an overview of the case, data collection and analysis procedures. Section 5 de-
scribes the findings. Finally, Section 6 discusses our findings and concludes the paper. 
2 Literature Review 
In this section, we first describe how EA practice is introduced in the literature. Then, we illustrate 
different identified steps of EA adoption and its stakeholders. Thereafter, we continue presenting some 
of the significant identified EA challenges and, more particularly, focusing on EA definition. Finally, 
we summarize the motivation behind the research question posed in this study. 
EA is described as the collection of an organization's IT (and business) components and their interde-
pendence, as well as efforts to align local and short-term investments with enterprise-wide and long-
term strategic imperatives (Boh and Yellin 2006; Haki et al. 2020; Schmidt and Buxmann 2011). Sev-
eral terms are used to describe organizational benefits and problems of EA practice. The most com-
mon of which are "EA management" (Löhe and Legner, 2014, Schmidt and Buxmann, 2011), "EA 
programs" and "EA projects" (Alaeddini and Salekfard, 2013, Levy, 2014) or only "enterprise archi-
tecture" (Bradley et al., 2011, Dang and Pekkola, 2016). In their case study of challenges of govern-
ment EA work, Isomäki and Liimatainen (2008) also expressed that organizations can use EA as an 
umbrella for illustrating the relationships between the projects and managing change rather than of 
only thinking to implement ICT. Hence, EA has become a popular in IS literature in which it needs to 
be defined correctly among organizational stakeholders. 
Through the EA adoption process, EA becomes a normal organizational process (Iyamu, 2009, Weiss 
et al., 2013). Numerous studies have attempted to explain the EA adoption process in organizations 
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(for example, Armour and Kaisler, 2001, Banaeianjahromi, 2018, Banaeianjahromi and Smolander, 
2019, Dang and Pekkola, 2019). In their study, Armour and Kaisler (2001) classified it in five stages: 
initiating the process, characterizing the baseline architecture, developing the target architecture, plan-
ning the architecture transition, and planning the architecture implementation, while Banaeianjahromi 
and Smolander (2019) recognized three stages: pre-development, development, and post-development. 
More recently, Dang and Pekkola (2019) suggested two main stages for EA adoption, EA initiation, 
and EA implementation. 
Due to the broad nature of EA activities, considering the role of stakeholders in investigating EA 
adoption is essential. Niemi and Pekkola (2017) defined EA stakeholders as people who interact with 
EA. This involves both individuals and groups. Niemi (2007) classified EA stakeholders as those pro-
ducing EA artifacts (e.g. architects and projects), those using them (e.g. architects, projects, IT organi-
zation and management) and those facilitating EA artifact production and usage (i.e. management). 
Fonstad and Robertson (2006) also categorized all EA stakeholders based on two dimensions. First, 
EA stakeholders belong to the business or IT stakeholders. Second, EA stakeholders can be part of the 
enterprise, business unit, or project level. Thereby, they suggest six main groups of EA stakeholders 
with different objectives. 
Despite its promising goals, EA adoptions have suffered various challenges. In a study to discover 
critical issues in enterprise architecting, Lucke et al. (2010) observe that lack of management com-
mitment, poorly experienced architects, the difficulty of requirements understanding in the EA teams, 
insufficient tool support, and rapidly changing environmental conditions are the important challenges. 
In another case study, Ajer and Olsen (2018) state that the organizational units' autonomy, lack of fi-
nancial support for national objectives, lack of understanding of EA and holistic thinking are the main 
challenges in the Norwegian public sector. Kurnia et al. (2020) also in their study note the EA initia-
tives blockers as follows: lack of experienced architects, the inadequate resources to develop complete 
EA documentation, communication challenges, and organizational politics. Similarly, 
Banaeianjahromi and Smolander (2016) classify 20 identified obstacles to benefit from EA into five 
groups: political issues of the government, EA consultant related issues, outdated organizational stat-
utes, constant change of management, and inefficient human resource department.  
Moreover, the definition of EA is another subject of debate in the literature. For example, it is stated 
that EA can broadly be defined as an approach for managing organizational complexity (Weiss et al., 
2013), developing business (Tamm et al., 2011), or driving digital transformation (Ajer and Olsen, 
2018) in the organization, by consciously managing organizational resources towards a strategically 
desirable future. Also, Gartner (2009) describes EA as "the process of translating business vision and 
strategy into effective enterprise transformation by creating, communicating, and improving the key 
principles and models that describe the enterprise's future state and enable its evolution". More par-
ticularly, Saint-Louis et al. (2019) have illustrated how EA is defined and understood in their recent 
literature review. Exploring 102 journal articles and extracting 160 definitions, they demonstrate dif-
ferent definitions and understandings of EA. In the same vein, Lapalme et al. (2016) also states that 
the definitions of EA “in terms of scope and purpose” are not clear in the literature. Despite all EA 
definition challenges, it seems there is a common agreement on the role of EA in the alignment of or-
ganizations' business capabilities, information and information technology (IT) to a common goal 
(Niemi and Pekkola, 2017, Tamm et al., 2011). 
In a study conducted by Janssen (2012), it is explained that EA can be understood by stakeholders in 
different forms to meet their own goals and interests. Over time architecture is developed by a broad 
range of stakeholders, all exercising some influence. He explains that EA stakeholders influence the 
EA adoption informally or formally by applying decision-making procedures and routines. He de-
scribes that each stakeholder aims to seek specific goals from their point of view. However, EA should 
meet organizational goals, which might require balancing the different interests in an integral form. 
Hence, since there are many various stakeholders involved in EA activities and all have their own ob-
Kohansal et al. / Navigating Enterprise Architecture (EA) Definition 
Twelfth Scandinavian Conference on Information Systems (SCIS2021), Orkanger, Norway. 4 
 
jectives, the alignment and integration need to go beyond the definition of models at various levels in 
order to reach an understanding of each other's needs and requirements.  Jusuf and Kurnia (2017) also 
mention that having a shared and adequate understanding of EA by all stakeholders is essential. In this 
vein, Isomäki and Liimatainen (2008) also express that without a shared understanding, organizations 
can not holistically improve their business. 
Although EA adoption challenges have been studied extensively in the literature, it seems there are 
few efforts to discover how each mentioned challenge reveals during the adoption process. Therefore, 
because the lack of a shared understanding of EA among stakeholders might significantly result in EA 
failure, more investigations on how each stakeholder can influence EA understanding throughout the 
adoption processes are needed. 
3 Theory 
In the theory of organizational influence processes (OIP), the networks of social actions are studied. 
This theory has been used in IS literature to study the role of organizational actors in IT projects 
(Nordheim and Nielsen, 2008, Setterstrom, 2016). Based on Porter et al. (2003), an individual or 
group tries to influence other individuals or groups to obtain a specific goal. They argue that because 
organizational actors depend on each other for their achievements, all organizational activities are af-
fected by organizational influence processes. There is a different definition between power and influ-
ence in the theory of organizational influence processes. Power is assumed as a resource of force, 
while influence is the actual application of that. 
The factors, such as the position of actors in the organizational hierarchy and on resources and organi-
zational conditions, enable organizational actors or groups to influence another (Ansari and Kapoor, 
1987, Brass, 1984). In this vein, Hickson et al. (1971) also emphasize that the power is gathered to 
departments with control over critical events in an organization's operations. 
Based on Porter et al. (2003) suggestion, power is divided into two subsets: position power and per-
sonal power. As discussed in their study, reward power, coercive power, and legitimate power are 
three main types of position power, and personal power includes referent and expertise power. 
Blau (2017), in his book titled exchange and power in social life, argues that reward and evaluation 
structures play an important role in organizations due to their impact on individuals' motivation and 
behaviors. Indeed, an actor or group who are able to offer higher rewards in exchange will have a 
higher power. In contrast with reward power, in the coercive power, the punishment is a tool to influ-
ence actors' behavior (French et al., 1959). Coercive power is a riskier practice due to its potential for 
retaliation (Ireland and Webb, 2007). Porter et al. (2003) also describe legitimate power as a type of 
power based on the target's belief that the influence originator has the right to issue directives, usually 
related to the position. 
As mentioned above, personal power consists of referent and expertise power. In the literature, refer-
ent power refers to a condition that the power results from social popularity and prestige and is strong-
ly related to the social networking concept of tie density. Based on this type of power, actors influence 
each other based on the identification others have with them (French et al., 1959). In this regard, it is 
said that when a person is popular among others, s/he plays a central position in the context, therefore 
s/he is considered to be important for accessing and sharing knowledge within a network (Hickson et 
al., 1971). Also, expertise is another type of personal power that points to business expertise and tech-
nical expertise, depending on the context (Swan et al., 1999). In the IS literature, Harris and Mennecke 
(2011) describe business expertise as knowledge of business processes connected with the IS system 
use and technical expertise as knowledge of how the IS processes function. 
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In their framework, Porter et al. (2003), proposed three general direct influence processes. Based on 
this framework, while downward influence indicates that the influencer is at a higher organizational 
level than the potential target, lateral influence indicates that there is no clear hierarchical difference 
between the two parties involved. Moreover, upward influence demonstrates that the influencer is at a 
lower organizational level than the potential target (Nordheim and Nielsen, 2008).  
4 Method 
Based on the research objective, we chose a single-case study to understand how a phenomenon (EA 
failure) happens in a real-world setting (Yin, 2003). Thus, we found the criticality and relevance of the 
case organization in order to obtain illuminating insights (Yin, 2003). To address our research ques-
tion, we needed to select a case in which (1) EA practices had previously been incorporated into or-
ganizational practices, (2) EA practices had already lost their credibility and were no longer perform-
ing as organizational practices, and (3) appropriate historical information was available, especially 
through knowledgeable members of the organization. 
4.1 Case description 
We chose Gov, a large municipality in Norway, based on the case selection criteria. Since the Norwe-
gian government is committed to achieving the goals of a "one digital public sector," municipalities 
have also committed to offering digital services to their residents. Gov is divided into six sections, 
each of which is in charge of a different aspect of municipal services. The administration section is the 
central organizational unit that manages and provides services to all other sections. The Digitalization 
Program is a temporary program launched in 2013 in response to a government recommendation to 
coordinate all Gov's IT projects. 
Each organizational section, according to the Gov structure, has its own IT department in charge of 
managing its IT needs and projects. Additionally, the administration section houses a central IT de-
partment. The central IT department coordinates all small IT departments within the various sections 
and handles the Gov's local projects. Due to the organizational position of the central IT department, 
and thus the IT manager, the administration section manager's decisions are influenced by the IT man-
ager. Two additional persons who contribute to decision-making in the administration section are the 
portfolio manager, who is responsible for allocating financial resources to the projects, and the leader 
of the Digitalization Program. The central IT department lacks sufficient internal IT architects to sup-
port all IT projects across various sections. As a result, each project manager hired a temporary IT ar-
chitect to focus on the requirements of the corresponding local project. A serious problem concerning 
external IT architects is a lack of organizational knowledge. Over 30 IT architects (internal/external) 
work with the Digitalization Program to coordinate project activities. To do this, the central IT de-
partment collaborates with the Digitalization Program. 
Adopting EA to coordinate digitalization processes was discussed prior to the establishment of the 
Digitalization Program; however, the Digitalization Program's establishment prompted Gov to adopt 
EA. As a result, EA practices were integrated into the work of the Digitalization Program. Between 
2013 and 2019, Gov hired several enterprise architects to implement TOGAF principles. However, 
Gov no longer performs EA practices. Enterprise architects were intended to be a central focus for en-
terprise-wide topics and to integrate local IT projects. Nonetheless, they have been more involved in 
IT project tasks in recent years (as of 2016). As a result, no EA practices have been carried out since 
this date.  
Numerous changes have occurred over the past few years that have had an impact on the digitalization 
processes. For example, the initial leader of the Digitalization Program, who was one of the first to 
work on the implementation of TOGAF principles in Gov, was promoted to portfolio manager. Addi-
tionally, the IT manager and thereafter the structure of the central IT department were changed. In 
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2013, there were no subsections within the IT department, and the IT manager supervised all architects 
directly. Following the change in IT management, the central IT department established a new subsec-
tion called the architecture department, which housed both enterprise and IT architects.  
Besides this, three distinct types of organizational plans are used to organize organizational activities: 
long-, mid, and short-term plans. The 12-year long-term plan has a major effect on the Gov's digitali-
zation strategy. As of 2020, Gov is preparing a new long-term organizational plan. Figure 1 shows the 
organizational hierarchy in Gov related to EA activities. 
 
Figure 1.  Organizational hierarchy in Gov related to EA activities 
Gov collaborates with another public sector organization in a large-scale joint project, where it has 
resulted in establishing a new organization. Due to Gov's responsibility to support this new organiza-
tion, one enterprise architect from Gov has been sent there to help them in realizing the needs of Gov 
in the project (new organization). This enterprise architect has a responsibility to ensure that the Gov's 
principles and standards are followed.  It is interesting to mention that Gov has had only one enterprise 
architect at that time. Currently, the title of the enterprise architect has been given to an information 
architect. S/He works on different projects, therefore, cannot spend enough time on EA activities. Fig-
ure 2 shows an abstract overview of organizational structure and the Digitalization Program position 
and EA in Gov. 
 
Figure 2.  An overview of the organizational structure of Gov 
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4.2 Data collection 
The data collection period began in September 2019 and finished in October 2020. We collected pri-
mary and secondary data through semi-structured interviews and focus group workshops (primary data 
collection), as well as through existing documentation (secondary data collection). 
The data collection process started with the gathering and processing of internal and public documents 
on digitalization, architectural practices, and principles. Internal documents numbered in the range of 
600 pages and included project reports, presentations, historical emails, and the internal portal. Public 
documents included statements, regulations, and policies by national authorities relevant to digitaliza-
tion, from 2009 till 2020, with a particular emphasis on the last three years. This step provided us with 
historical background for EA practices, especially at Gov and in the Norwegian public sector. 
Furthermore, we collected data through semi-structured interviews (Eisenhardt, 1989). To begin, an 
informal interview with the leader of the Digitalization Program provided us with background for the 
case. In total, 14 semi-structured interviews ranging in length from 80 to 150 minutes each were con-
ducted. Each interview was recorded and transcribed. Before the interviews, informants were provided 
with a consent form and an overview of the interview questions' main topics. We started the interviews 
with one enterprise architect and then used snowball sampling to select the remaining informants 
(Paré, 2004). Since information about the previous seven years (since EA was introduced in Gov) was 
required, we explicitly contacted informants who were involved in the implementation of the EA prac-
tices in Gov. Finally, the informants included the Digitalization Program's leader (1), portfolio manag-
er (1), project managers (3), architecture department manager (1), IT architects (5), and enterprise ar-
chitects (3). 
Additionally, we held three focus group workshops in Gov. These workshops aimed to complement 
our understanding of the case by stimulating discussion among several informants on the topics of in-
terest. The first two workshops focused on sharing our understanding of the case situation based on 
Gov's document analysis and recent discourses in the EA literature. We organized a third session later 
in the study, during which we presented our results to participants and requested their feedback. We 
held workshops for approximately 6 hours with 15 participants (11 individuals), including the portfo-
lio manager, the leader of the Digitalization Program, IT architects, the architecture department man-
ager, and project managers. Moreover, these workshops were recorded and transcribed with permis-







• Internal documents, over 600 pages including project reports, presentations, histori-
cal emails, and the internal portal  
• Public documents ranging from 2009 till 2020, with a particular emphasis on the 
last three years including statements, regulations, and policies by national authori-
ties relevant to digitalization 
Semi-Structured 
Interviews 
• 14 interviews lasting from 80 to 150 minutes with Digitalization Program's leader 
(1), portfolio manager (1), project managers (3), architecture department manager 
(1), IT architects (5), and enterprise architects (3) 
• Over 100 pages of interview transcripts 
Focus Group 
Workshops 
• 3 workshops, approximately 6 hours in total  
• Over 20 pages of workshop transcripts  
• 15 participants (11 individuals) including portfolio manager, leader of the Digitali-
zation Program, IT architects, architecture department manager, project managers 
Table 1. Overview of Data Collection Techniques 
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4.3 Data Analysis 
According to our qualitative approach, we conducted data collection and data analysis steps in parallel 
(Eisenhardt, 1989). That is, the early analysis of the first stage interviews prompted the subsequent 
series of interviews to include new or complementary questions. Nonetheless, since our approach was 
influenced by organizational influence processes (OIP) theory, our data analysis was guided through-
out by a coding scheme derived from the concept of EA stakeholders and OIP, including position 
power (reward, coercive, and legitimate power), personal power (referent and expert power), and in-
fluence direction (downward, lateral, and upward). In fact, in this study, three different understandings 
of EA were recognized that each one supported by a group of stakeholders. These groups of stake-
holders included the IT department, enterprise architects, and the portfolio manager. Additionally, we 
developed a coding guideline (based on the coding scheme) that provides definitions and examples for 
each of the constituent items of the coding scheme. 
We transferred all interview and workshop transcripts, as well as relevant existing documents, to NVi-
vo 12 pro in order to perform data coding. The data is coded in accordance with the coding scheme. 
Along with the constituent items of the coding scheme, we classified architectural practices data into 
two categories: project and enterprise. At the project level, architectural practices contribute to the ful-
fillment of requirements for local IT projects. At the enterprise level, architectural practices have rec-
ommendations and decision-making materials for IT strategy and portfolio management processes. 
Thus, we monitored EA failures via discontinued enterprise-wide practices. The main author coded the 
scheme after reaching an agreement on the meanings of each of the coding scheme's constituent items. 
The co-authors then took on the position of the devil's advocate, proposing alternate interpretations 
and counterarguments. After establishing a proper degree of agreement, the data were coded. 
5 Empirical Findings 
5.1 Different understandings of EA 
The subject of what EA's function is and where and how it can contribute to digitalization in Gov, 
even after seven years, still was a debate and challenge. The evidence of a lack of shared understand-
ing of EA could be clearly seen in informants' responses during the interviews. There were two ex-
tremely different opinions, and one idea in between. While the portfolio manager commented that EA 
comes from the business side, the IT department believed EA is part of IT activities. Indeed, the port-
folio manager argued that EA should capture and find business opportunities, and then IT capabilities 
should support the business goals. By contrast, the IT department believed that EA is originally a type 
of IT activity to assist the business goals based on its abilities. Additionally, enterprise architects sup-
ported a third view, somewhere in between the two-pointed extremes, about the meaning of EA. It's 
worth noting that, despite being employed by the IT department, enterprise architects' views varied 
from those of the majority of IT department employees. Thus, when we refer to the IT department's 
opinion, we refer to the majority view held by influential members of this department, while enterprise 
architects held their own. 
Although three different opinions were discovered through interviews potentially, one of them worked 
in Gov, practically. The existing idea was a definition close to the IT department's view. To find out 
how the IT department's opinion has gotten more accepted in Gov, we asked informants how they un-
derstand EA, what they have done to convince others about their idea, and the extent to which they 
have succeeded. 
"When we are talking about TOGAF and EA here, people are thinking about IT 
more. I think an enterprise architect is a person closer to the management level. It 
means it should not be seen as an IT person; it should be more a strategic person. 
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(…) Now architects are in the third or fourth (organizational) level, in the IT de-
partment, and it is very complicated to bring it up to the strategic level" (Portfolio 
Manager) 
However, the people who worked in the IT department considered EA practices as a type of IT activi-
ty. Therefore, they perceived a proper position and situation for EA practices in Gov. 
"I think EA's progress has been good enough for these seven years. (…)  We have 
an architectural group. In this group, we (internal architects) gather together and 
discuss our challenges to find a solution. (...) However, we do not have any author-
ity to stop the project. (...) We try to find a solution. If we inform the top managers, 
and then because of the political issue, they do not consider our comments, that is 
okay for us because they have accepted the consequence of this decision. (...) Be-
cause both the IT manager and portfolio manager have an IT background, I think 
just giving feedback and informing without any power to stop the projects can be 
enough" (Architecture Department's Manager) 
Although enterprise architects also worked in the architecture department placed in the IT department, 
the enterprise architects' opinion concerning EA practice did not support the main idea in the IT de-
partment. They had different opinions concerning EA practices. They assumed both roles, operational 
and strategic, for EA practices. They argued that Gov needs a virtual position for EA practices in the 
organizational structure close to the top/strategic level. The enterprise architects should directly relate 
and communicate with all IT projects. They also have to provide signature-ready advice for strategic 
decisions. By inspiring "The Architect Elevator" (Hohpe, 2015), they had prepared a proposal and ex-
plained how this idea could contribute to digitalization in Gov. 
5.2 Realizing actors' interest concerning EA 
The portfolio manager believed that the framework, words, and concepts of EA are complicated and 
hard to understand for managers. Therefore, s/he could not convince others, especially the head of the 
section, to apply her/his idea concerning EA in Gov. S/he said that “although several times, in differ-
ent ways, I have tried, no positive results have been achieved.” However, because s/he played a signif-
icant role in the administration section by assigning the resources to the projects, s/he deemed solving 
this challenge by pushing his/her idea in the new organizational plan. 
"I believe without solving the challenge between the IT view and Business view; we 
can place EA in the right position. We should solve it officially. We had this chal-
lenge with IT information security, and it was solved by changing the position" 
(Portfolio Manager)  
The majority of participants noted that the IT department worked more in IS maintenance rather than 
IS development. Yet, due to this significant role, the IT department had received a considerable posi-
tion in Gov. Hence, the head of the administration section considered the IT manager's advice perfect-
ly. Furthermore, the IT department staff also believed their manager (IT manager) supported their jobs 
properly. More particularly, the IT architects believed the architectural concerns are supported by the 
IT manager. Although most of the IT department staff felt the IT manager supported their jobs, the 
enterprise architects did not feel the same. It is worth mentioning that at the time of data collection, no 
enterprise architect worked there. One of them had left Gov, and the other had been sent to the joint 
project. The third one also was not an enterprise architect. S/he was an information architect who had 
gotten the title of the enterprise architect. 
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The enterprise architects said that no one understands and supports the importance of EA practices. 
They approved that architectural concerns are followed at the project level, but at the enterprise-level 
had been forgotten. Although they worked in the IT department, the IT manager did not support or 
supervise their work. They also complained about the lack of financial resources for hiring IT archi-
tects. They said because the portfolio manager does not assign enough money to hire new IT archi-
tects, we have to work more at the project level rather than at the enterprise level. They argued that 
enterprise architects need a sort of authority, as they are responsible for providing a holistic view of 
the organization. However, they observed that since the only matter of importance for project manag-
ers is budget and planning, they cannot convince people involved in the project about their advice. In 
addition, assigning the external architects to the project had caused some challenges. The majority of 
the time of enterprise architects was spent educating these external architects. Yet, due to the im-
portance of budget and planning for project managers, the enterprise architects’ advice was not con-
sidered by the external architects. 
"The challenges of enterprise architecture's role are not just related to where s/he 
should work; rather there is a question that do we (Gov) really need? ... as the en-
terprise architect, I was not given specific tasks. I created a website myself. It was 
only my idea, and I believe the IT manager has not seen that even once. S/He al-
ways mentioned that I heard you created a good website, which I should take time 
to have a look at" (Enterprise Architect)  
"When we contribute to making a better alignment between IT and Business, we do 
it because we want it, not because it is measured! This is very difficult in Gov be-
cause the colleagues are measured with the product. Many people are measured 
by, you are very successful by leading the project to live. (…) but how are your 
successes in EA measured? It is not easy!" (Enterprise Architect) 
Surprisingly, despite both enterprise architects and the portfolio manager presumed a similar role for 
EA, and both believed EA practices need to be close to the strategic level; they had never spoken to-
gether about this topic. The enterprise architects said they invited the portfolio manager to their archi-
tectural meeting, but s/he did not attend. In addition, although the portfolio manager believed the EA 
deliveries were essential input for her/his job, s/he did not involve her/himself in the architectural 
works due to the strong conflict with the IT manager regarding the EA positioning. S/he also assumed 
that all architects who worked there were IT architects and emphasized that they needed enterprise 
architects who considered business goals. 
Enterprise architects also by proposing the idea of "The Architect Elevator," aimed to estab-
lish their opinion concerning EA practices in Gov. In this proposal, they had explained how 
the architect elevator could facilitate the digitalization and innovation process. However, after 
sending the proposal to the IT manager, they received only one sentence as a response that it 
is a good idea, but it is not the right time. The portfolio manager had not been informed about 
this proposal. Table 2 presents different actions that have been applied to define EA by influ-
ential actors in Gov. 
6 Discussion and Conclusion 
The broad nature of EA activities (Banaeianjahromi and Smolander, 2016, Dang and Pekkola, 2016, 
Kotusev and Kurnia, 2019, Olsen and Trelsgård, 2016) has made it a difficult concept to understand, 
particularly for top-level managers.  As a result, there is a strong potential to introduce or define EA to 
the organizations in a way that may cause it to not achieve its advantages in providing a holistic view. 
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This section discusses how EA definition navigated in this study and shows how this navigation af-
fected EA adoption processes. 
Influential actors in 
EA adoption in Gov 
EA definition Actions to apply the idea 
Portfolio Manager 
EA is a business and strategic activity 
that IT capabilities should support 
Several times had tried to place EA at the top 
level but could not convince the head of the 
administration section. 
Aimed to place EA at the top level through the 
new organizational plan. 
IT Department 
EA is a type of IT activities to support 
business goals based on its abilities 
IT manager had a significant influence on the 
organizational decision. 
IT manager had not sent the enterprise archi-
tect's proposal to the portfolio manager or head 
of the administration section. 
Located enterprise architects in the architecture 
department placed in the IT department. 
Enterprise Architects 
EA is a strategic activity with a direct 
relation and communication, with all 
IT projects 
They had no organizational power 
The only active enterprise architect had been 
sent to other organizations 
Table 2.  Actions of influential actors to define EA in Gov 
Although three different views were identified in order to EA definition, only one of them succeeded 
in selling its opinion about EA definition to the organization. The portfolio manager, IT department, 
and enterprise architects were three active actors, among others, involved in EA adoption who influ-
enced the processes of EA adoption. Based on OIP, factors such as the position of actors in the organi-
zational hierarchy and on resources and organizational conditions enable organizational actors or 
groups to influence another (Ansari and Kapoor, 1987, Brass, 1984). Hence, the portfolio manager 
who was in charge of assigning money to the projects, controlled the financial resource. The IT de-
partment, because of its organizational responsibilities and position, had a significant influence on the 
administration section's decisions. Also, the enterprise architects worked in the IT department, first 
supervised by the IT manager and then by the architecture department's head. Although enterprise ar-
chitects worked in the IT department, they had a different opinion about EA than other IT department 
staff. The interactions of these three actors influenced EA adoption processes.  
The contradiction between the IT manager as the head of the IT department and the portfolio manager 
was evident among the interviews. Because both of them worked at a similar organizational level, we 
can say the direction of influence of them on each other was the lateral (Porter et al., 2003). Besides, 
the direction of the organizational influence between the IT manager and enterprise architects was 
downward (Porter et al., 2003) because enterprise architects were supervised by the head of the archi-
tecture department, where it was part of the IT department. The IT manager was very expert in her/his 
job concerning IT support. The majority of employees who worked with/in the IT department men-
tioned her/his expertise, and they were happy to work with the IT manager. Hence, the IT manager had 
the expertise (Swan et al., 1999) and referent (French et al., 1959) power due to her/his technical 
knowledge and position among the employees. Moreover, due to her/his role in assigning resources to 
the projects, the portfolio manager had a legitimate power as well (Porter et al., 2003). S/he influenced 
the digitalization process through her/his right to assign money to projects. But, due to their organiza-
tional hierarchy, the enterprise architects did not have any organizational authority in the EA adoption 
process.   
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In this study, although the enterprise architects and portfolio manager's opinion were similar in terms 
of EA organizational positioning, the IT department's idea was succeeded to be accepted by the admin-
istration section’s manager. In fact, the following barriers and events influenced the navigation of EA 
definition, which also resulted in EA failure in the end. 
The enterprise architects felt that the portfolio manager did not assign money for hiring more archi-
tects, to work on the projects, on purpose. Therefore, enterprise architects never thought that they 
might have a similar perspective with the portfolio manager regarding EA positioning in the organiza-
tional hierarchy. Besides, although one of the enterprise architects had proposed a strategic position 
for EA through a virtual department, the IT manager had not sent it to the section's manager or let the 
portfolio manager know. Consequently, the portfolio manager also deemed that all architects there are 
IT architects. Therefore, the portfolio manager argued that they need enterprise architects who have 
business considerations. The IT department also had a significant role in the organization, and the IT 
manager also was a knowledgeable person. S/he had a considerable impact on organizational deci-
sions. Moreover, the concepts and terms in TOGAF were difficult to understand. Therefore, altogether 
the above reasons caused the portfolio manager to not assign resources for hiring new architects. As a 
result, the last enterprise architect was forced to be sent outside the organization for contributing to the 
joint project with another organization, and EA adoption was stopped. 
The three identified actors had different interests and responsibilities concerning EA adoption. While 
the IT department and the portfolio manager sought to fulfill their organizational needs, in terms of IT 
and business requirements, the enterprise architects were responsible for bridge the gap between IT 
and business (Dang and Pekkola, 2017) by facilitating communication among all stakeholders (Niemi 
and Pekkola, 2017). To this end, all of them had a common agreement on the important role of EA in 
aligning between IT, information and business strategy, which is in line with EA literature as well. 
However, their various ways of thinking about EA definition resulted in serious competition in con-
vincing the section’s manager and others about their own idea. This disagreement was the main reason 
for lacking the cooperation between them (Saint-Louis et al., 2019). In fact, although enterprise archi-
tects' opinion was an idea between two other ideas and might be able to build cooperation among all 
stakeholders, they could not make it due to the lack of organizational power. 
Accordingly, we argue that influential organizational actors as the IT project stakeholders can navigate 
the IT projects' direction due to their organizational power and influence, which might cause its failure 
as well. In this study, in line with the literature, we shed brilliant light on the importance of a common 
and shared understanding of EA among all stakeholders to obtain successful results. We showed how 
stakeholders’ organizational power affects EA processes. Hence, this study contributes to the literature 
by showing the importance of enterprise architects' positioning in the organizational hierarchy. Re-
markably, we suggest that since the enterprise architects have a significant role in EA adoption 
through bridging the gap between IT and business, if organizations aim to benefit from the EA ad-
vantages, the enterprise architects need to be released from both business and IT departments. Alt-
hough IT has become significantly important for organizations, the collaboration of IT and business is 
crucial. Therefore, since EA is assumed to play the role of “communication facilitator" to contribute to 
digital transformation in organizations, it needs to have a trans-departmental position. In fact, position-
ing enterprise architects on each side of the organization may cause a failure in fulfilling the interests 
of another side, which might enhance the risk of failure. 
This study's main limitation was that while the contradiction between the IT manager's and the portfo-
lio manager's opinion was one of the most important EA failure factors, we could not talk to the IT 
manager. Hence, we had to interpret others' opinions about the IT manager's actions. Also, since due 
to the diverse nature of EA processes, various stakeholders need to cooperate together, more study on 
the role of enterprise architects to make cooperation in order to build a shared understanding is sug-
gested, particularly when enterprise architects have some organizational power as well. 
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